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Carol Dweck’s research on fixed vs. growth mindset has led to many 
opportunities for educational research. According to Dweck, a person with a fixed 
mindset believes that his or her qualities related to a certain task are unchangeable while 
an individual with a growth mindset believes that his or her qualities related to a certain 
task can be changed and improved (Dweck, 2006). A correlative study was conducted to 
identify relationships that exist between student mindset and scores from the Nebraska 
State Accountability Test (NeSA). For this study, students in the 7th, 8th, and 11th grade 
classes at a Plains State school were administered Dweck’s Scale of Mindset. These 
scores were then correlated with their standardized test scores. A null hypothesis was 
formed that there is no relationship between student mindset and performance on the 
NeSA test. A moderate, positive, statistically significant correlation was found between 
8th grade and 11th grade reading scores and intelligence mindset. Similarly, a moderate, 
positive, statistically significant correlation was found between female reading scores and 
intelligence mindset. Recommendations for further study and implications for practice 
were given. 
Keywords: growth mindset, fixed mindset, self-concept, cognitive development, 
constructive-developmental theory, standardized testing 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Since Ronald Reagan’s administration released the document A Nation at Risk: 
The Imperative for Educational Reform, the United States’ educational system has been 
under close watch as to how it is meeting the needs of learners. Much of the document 
compares the United States to other world powers and points out the deficiencies in the 
system as it was in 1983 (Burdick, 2012). This document brought about some major 
reform in the educational system, began the focus on education, and led to the initial 
adoption of the “No Child Left Behind Act” in 2001 (U.S. Department of Education, 
2008). The purpose of the “No Child Left Behind Act” was “to close student achievement 
gaps by providing all children with a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a 
high-quality education,” (Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 2013, para. 3). 
Under this law, states are required to test students’ reading and math skills in grades 3-8 
and once in high school. Since this adoption, school administrators and teachers have 
been mandated to meet adequate yearly progress goals. These goals compare student 
achievement on standardized tests from year to year. Students are expected to show 
improvement each year and meet or exceed state standards in reading and math by 2014. 
If adequate yearly progress is not achieved, school districts are given consequences that 
become harsher and harsher for each year that adequate yearly progress is not achieved. 
While this is the reality that many schools face, there are several contributing factors that 
can be explored. There are many issues contributing to low test scores including student 
socioeconomic standing, student attendance, school conditions, parental support and even 
bullying. Because of this wide array of issues and factors and because of the increased 
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importance being placed on meeting yearly progress goals, in schools across the country, 
those involved in education are continually searching for answers on how to raise 
standardized test scores (Jorgenson, 2012).  
Carol Dweck, a Lewis and Virginia Eaton Professor at Stanford University, has 
devoted much of her research towards exploring an individual’s perception of self and 
how these perceptions affect different realms of his or her life. Through her research, 
Dweck has demonstrated that students develop a perception of intelligence (Dweck, 
1975, 1986, 2006, 2010). Some believe that intelligence is something that is malleable 
and can be changed while others believe that it is something that is fixed and cannot be 
altered. Could it be possible that how a student perceives his or her intelligence will 
affect his or her performance on a standardized test? This study will explore the theory of 
student mindsets and if an individual student’s intelligence mindset affects his or her 
performance on a standardized test. 
 According to Dweck (2006), everybody has certain beliefs about themselves that 
“create different psychological worlds that lead to a host of thoughts, feelings, and 
actions.” These beliefs are established through experiences and encounters throughout 
life. Failures contribute to these beliefs, as do successes. Once these beliefs are 
established, people begin to form perceptions on what portions of their lives can be 
influenced and what things are out of their control, thus solidifying either a fixed or a 
growth mindset. A person with a fixed mindset believes that his or her qualities related to 
a certain task are unchangeable while an individual with a growth mindset believes that 
his or her qualities related to a certain task can be changed and improved (Dweck, 2006). 
Interestingly enough, an individual can have a mixture of mindsets within a domain such 
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as intelligence or an individual can also have differing mindsets across domains such as a 
fixed mindset in relation to social interaction and a growth mindset in relation to 
intelligence (Dweck, 2006). Because of this complexity, for the purposes of this research, 
the focus will be on mindset as it relates to intelligence and academic performance. 
 Past studies have shown that mindset can affect a student’s performance in a 
course (Blackwell, Trzesniewski, and Dweck, 2007). Furthermore, research indicates that 
mindset is something that can be altered with proper intervention. In a study by 
Blackwell, Trzesniewski, and Dweck (2007), 7th grade math students completed Dweck’s 
Mindset Scale. Those that were found to have a growth mindset showed an upward trend 
in math grades during their two years in junior high, while those that were found to have 
a fixed mindset showed no change in math grades during the same time period. During 
this study, an eight-session intervention program was also installed. Students were put 
into experimental and control groups. Both groups received instruction on the physiology 
of the brain, proper study skills, and antistereotypic thinking. Blackwell, Trzesniewski, 
and Dweck (2007) further describe the study below: 
In addition, through science-based reading, activities, and discussions, students in 
the experimental group were taught that intelligence is malleable and can be 
developed; students in the control group had a lesson on memory and engaged in 
discussions of academic issues of personal interest to them. (p. 254) 
Results of this intervention highlighted that when students are taught that intelligence is 
something that is not fixed but instead can be developed, motivation and grades 
increased. Thus, if intelligence mindset is an indicator of performance on standardized 
tests, the thought behind the current research study is that teachers and administrators 
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would have the capability to detect an individual’s mindset, implement a strategy to 
modify a student’s perception of intelligence and ultimately impact scores on 
standardized tests (Blackwell, Trzesniewski, and Dweck, 2007). 
In order to adequately explore the concept of mindsets, it is important that 
theories of self-concept and cognitive development be understood. Through literature 
review, self-concept will be explored as a building block for cognitive development, 
which gives a glimpse into how mindsets are formed, how they may affect academic 
performance, and how they can possibly be altered through intervention. 
Statement of the Problem and Definitions 
 The purpose of this study was to investigate if the intelligence mindset of 7th, 8th 
and 11th graders at a Plains State school correlated to student math, science, reading and 
writing performance on the Nebraska State Accountability (NeSA) tests.  
Nebraska State Accountability Test: “a system of criterion-referenced tests in 
reading, mathematics, science, and writing,” (Nebraska Department of Education: 
About NeSA, 2013).  
Mindset: a view or belief that is adopted for one’s qualities and characteristics – 
where they come from and whether or not they can change. There are two types of 
mindsets: fixed and growth.  
Fixed Mindset: “believing that your qualities are carved in stone,” (Dweck, 2006, 
p. 6). 
Entity Theory of Intelligence: individuals that favor this theory believe that 
intelligence is a “fixed or uncontrollable trait,” (Dweck & Leggett, 1988, p. 262). 
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Performance Goals: the focus of performance goals is to avoid negative 
judgments by proving ability (Elliot & Dweck, 1988). 
Growth Mindset: “based on the belief that your basic qualities are things you can 
cultivate through your efforts,” (Dweck, 2006, p. 7).  
Incremental Theory of Intelligence: individuals that favor this theory believe 
that intelligence is a “malleable, increasable, controllable quality,” (Dweck & 
Leggett, 1988, p. 262). 
Learning Goals: the focus of learning goals is to seek to increase ability or 
master new tasks (Elliot & Dweck, 1988). 
In order to better understand the formation of mindsets and how interventions can alter 
mindsets, self-concept and cognitive development are also discussed.  
Self- concept: “a composite view of oneself,” (Bong & Skaalvick, 2003, p. 2).  
Academic Self-concept: explanation for an individual’s beliefs of his or her 
abilities academically (Byrne, 1984; Shavelson and Bolus, 1982; Wigfield and 
Karpathian, 1991). 
Self-concept is closely related to self-efficacy, which is “one’s capabilities to organize 
and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments,” (Bong & 
Skaalvick, 2003, p. 5). The two are similar in that they help to explain and predict and 
individual’s thoughts, emotions and actions. However, “while self-concept represents 
one’s general perceptions of the self in given domains of functioning, self-efficacy 
represents individuals’ expectations and convictions of what they can accomplish in 
given situations,” (Bong & Skaalvick, 2003, p. 5).  Because this study focuses on a 
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student’s mindset as it pertains to a certain domain – intelligence, we will use self-
concept to explore the basis for mindset development.  
Cognitive Development: the process of gaining intelligence and problem-solving 
ability from infancy to adulthood. 
Chapter 2 
Review of Related Literature 
Self-Concept 
 At the base of the mindset theory is that everyone has certain beliefs about 
themselves (Dweck 2006). These beliefs about oneself are defined as an individual’s self-
concept. In broad terms, a person’s self-concept is that person’s perception of himself or 
herself (Shavelson & Bolus, 1982). These perceptions are formed through a number of 
avenues including one’s interpretation of environment, one’s experience, reinforcement, 
evaluations from others, and one’s explanation for one’s behavior (Shavelson & Bolus, 
1982). Self-concept is especially influenced by reinforcements or evaluations from one’s 
self or from a significant other. A simple example would be a small child who is first 
trying to hit a baseball. If the child swings and misses and her father reinforces by saying, 
“That pitch was too fast,” the girl might form a self-concept that she cannot hit fast 
pitches. Thus, when faced with another situation where she is given a fast pitch, she may 
question her ability to hit the ball. Although an example, this scenario only touches the 
surface of self-concept formation as it can be much more complex than a simple 
comment from a parent. It can take many experiences, differing situations, varying 
environments, or even a catastrophic event before the self-concept solidifies. Figure 1 
depicts how general self-concept is formed from many subareas of self-concept. These 
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subareas are formed through an individual’s evaluation of his or her behavior in certain 
situations. According to Shavelson & Bolus (1982) self-concept has seven critical 
features: (a) It is organized or structured because people categorize information that they 
have about themselves and work to compare these categories to one another; (b) It is 
multifaceted covering all aspects of an individual’s life; (c) It is hierarchical and moves 
from perceptions of behavior to thoughts about self in subareas, which leads to inferences  
about self in academic and nonacademic realms, finally forming a general self-concept; 
(d) General self-concept is stable but self-concept becomes less stable and more situation 
specific as one travels down the hierarchy; (e) As an individual develops into adulthood, 
self-concept becomes more and more multifaceted; (f) Individuals can either describe 
themselves or evaluate themselves when forming self-concept; (g) It can be differentiated 
from other constructs such as academic achievement. 
Figure 1. Shavelson's model of self-concept. Reprinted from Shavelson & Bolus (1982). 
8 
 
Over time the term “academic self-concept” has been adopted as an explanation 
for an individual’s beliefs of his or her abilities academically (Byrne, 1984; Shavelson 
and Bolus, 1982; Wigfield and Karpathian, 1991). “Research in education indicates that 
academic achievement is more correlated with academic self-concept than global self-
concept, and achievement in specific domains should be correlated with the 
corresponding specific domains of self-concept,” (McInerney, Cheng, Mok, & Lam, 
2012, p. 250). Therefore, when exploring an individual’s beliefs on their academic 
performance, it is imperative to explore their academic self-concept. How do they view 
themselves in the academic realm? Furthermore, this exploration must be even more 
specific to academic domains such as science, reading, or math. In the academic self-
concept research realm there is also debate on whether a high self-concept forms into 
academic achievement or academic achievement forms into a high self-concept. Despite 
this debate, previous researchers have indicated that there is a positive correlation 
between academic self-concept and academic achievement (Wenglinsky, 1996). 
Furthermore, Purkey (1988), outlined three qualities of self-concept relevant when 
exploring how self-concept relates to mindset. These three qualities are: (a) that self-
concept is learned; (b) it is organized; and (c) it is dynamic. 
Researchers have not proven that humans are born with self-concept; rather it is 
something that emerges throughout life. Because it is something that is created, it has the 
“potential for development and actualization,” (Purkey, 1988, “Some Basic Assumptions 
Regarding Self-Concept,” para. 3). Although there is this potential for molding and 
development of self-concept, it can also be difficult to change once it has been learned. 
Any experience that is inconsistent with an individual’s self-concept can be seen as a 
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threat and it is because of this threat that an individual may not feel comfortable with a 
change in self-concept (Purkey, 1988).  
Self-concept is generally stable and provides consistency for an individual’s 
personality. Imagine a spider web, organized, stable because of its structure, but also 
fragile. This spider web can be compared to self-concept because even though there are 
different areas of self-concept, they are all intermingled and attached. This allows an 
individual to experience failure in one area thus lowering their self-concept in other areas. 
It also allows an individual to experience success in one area, which enhances self-
concept in other areas (Purkey, 1988).  It is this organization and stability that also causes 
self-concept to be slow to change. 
Finally, self-concept is dynamic, acting as an individual’s compass for living. 
“This guidance system not only shapes the ways a person views oneself, others, and the 
world, but it also serves to direct action and enables each person to take a consistent 
‘stance’ in life,” (Purkey, 1988, “Some Basic Assumptions Regarding Self-Concept,” 
para. 14). This means that an individual’s world is not simply perceived but instead that 
perception is altered in relation to one’s self-concept. Also, individuals will automatically 
behave in accordance with their self-concept. They will do so if it helps or even if it 
hinders their performance or their relationships with others (Purkey, 1988). Being able to 
understand these qualities of self-concept will help to better understand how it is related 
to cognitive development and mindsets. It will also provide a clearer picture of how 
mindsets evolve and can be modified. 
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Cognitive Development 
As an individual’s self-concept is forming, he or she is also developing 
cognitively. Cognition is influenced by self-concept and is also a precursor to a 
developed mindset. In 1980, Kegan developed a constructive-developmental theory in 
which individuals progress through stages of cognitive development by mastering the 
subject/object relationship. In his theory, he outlines that objects are things that can be 
“held.” These are “aspects of experience, which we can perceive, take responsibility for 
and problem-solve around,” (Pruyn, 2010, para. 5). Subjects, on the other hand, are 
portions of an experience of which an individual is not aware, cannot take responsibility 
for, and cannot problem solve around (Pruyn, 2010). In simpler terms, objects are 
perceptions that we have while subjects are perceptions that have us. In the instance of a 
toddler, he holds many things as an object – the feeling of his clothes, the taste of an 
apple, the color of his blanket. These are all things of which he is aware and can perceive. 
He cannot, however, perceive how to control his anger. This concept is subject to him. 
When he is angry, he shows that anger. An adult on the other hand can become angry but 
usually is able to suppress that anger and handle a situation in an appropriate manner. The 
anger has become an object.  
Objects are closely related to Dweck’s growth mindset in which individuals 
welcome challenge because it is something that they see can help them achieve their 
goals of learning and developing. Similarly, subjects are related to Dweck’s fixed 
mindset where individuals have a difficult time with a challenge because they are focused 
on performance goals and the challenge might hinder their success. As Dweck’s theory of 
11 
 
mindset is later explained, it will become clearer how objects are closely related to a 
growth mindset while subjects are related to a fixed mindset.  
Kegan’s theory outlines five stages of development of the mind (Figure 2) (Pruyn, 
2010). An individual moves from one stage of development to the next by taking 
something that was once subject to them and making it object. Figure 2 illustrates how an 
individual can advance cognitively by making certain aspects of life object rather than 
subject by taking control, perceiving, and problem solving. For the purpose of this 
literature review, a focus on stages three and four is beneficial.  
In the 3rd order of the socialized mind, one’s own needs, interests, and desires are 
object while social environment is subject. A person in this order is subject to the opinion 
of others and is strongly influenced by what others think. In comparing this to self-
concept development, one would make the connection that a person in this order would 
still be evaluating their behavior and taking cues from others in various settings at the 
bottom of Shavelson’s hierarchy.  
The 4th order of the self-authoring mind highlights an individual who is able to 
hold his or her environment as object. This individual is no longer subject to the opinion 
of others and has made object relationships and mutuality. Able to form independent 
opinions and judgments, this person then becomes subject to his or her own ideology. It 
is at this stage that a person begins to problem solve to meet personal goals rather than 
worrying about what the social system perceives. Again, as we compare to Shavelson’s 
model of self-concept, an individual in this 4th order would be rising to the top of the 
hierarchy and forming general self-concept.  
12 
 
Individuals can regress or move back and forth between stages and it can take 
years to advance to a higher stage (Pruyn, 2010).  Interestingly enough, approximately 
58% of the adult population is below the level of self-authoring, with only 35% at this 
level of development. Further, only 1% of the population ever reaches the 5th level 
(Pruyn, 2010). 
 
Figure 2. Kegan's constructive-deveopment theory. Reprinted from Pruyn (2010). 
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An individual with a fixed mindset is constantly comparing themselves to others 
and making judgments about him or herself based on other’s performance (Dweck, 
2006). It is at this level of cognition that achievement or success becomes more important 
than growth and learning. On the other hand, an individual with a growth mindset is more 
likely to believe that their performance is something that they can control (Dweck, 2006). 
It has been made object and thus the individual can value the challenge and understand 
that showing growth and learning is more important than achievement. This is important 
as we begin to look at mindset formation and its effect on student academic performance. 
Mindsets 
In the 1970’s, Carol Dweck (Diener & Dweck; 1978; Dweck, 1975; Dweck & 
Reppuccii, 1973) began her research stimulated by the observation that children who 
associate their failure with lack of ability (uncontrollable factor) experience performance 
setbacks when they encounter failure (helpless-oriented). Children who associate their 
failure with lack of effort (controllable factor) do not experience performance setbacks, 
but instead show improvement following their failure (mastery-oriented) (Dweck, 1975). 
This observation evolved into a wide array of psychological and educational research and 
has led to Dweck’s theory of mindsets (Figure 3) (Arsaga, 2011). In a more recent study, 
Dweck identified helpless-oriented individuals as having a fixed mindset while mastery-
oriented individuals have a growth mindset (Dweck, 2006).  
14 
 
 
 
Figure 3. Dweck's theory of mindset. Reprinted from Holmes (2011). 
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Mindset formation has its roots in self-concept formation and cognitive 
development. Much like self-concept and cognitive development, the bulk of an 
individual’s mindset comes from past experiences and outside reinforcement from peers, 
parents, teachers, and significant others. Dweck (2006) proposed that one of the driving 
factors behind mindset formation comes from the type of outside praise that is given. As 
previous literature review has revealed, self-concept is formed through reinforcement and 
evaluation from others and cognitive development also progresses through stages in 
which outside praise is of importance. Parents and teachers think that offering praise is 
building self-concept and cognitive development, but in fact it can be hindering it, 
depending on the type of praise given. “After seven experiments with hundreds of 
children, we had some of the clearest findings I’ve ever seen: Praising children’s 
intelligence harms their motivation and it harms their performance,” (Dweck, 2006, p. 
175). Dweck (2006) goes on to explain that adolescents need praise, but that the praise 
needs to be directed not towards their talent and intelligence but instead towards 
accepting challenging, growth in learning, and putting forth effort. Healthy praise assists 
in developing a growth mindset rather than a fixed mindset and it is through mindsets that 
insight is gained on views of intelligence, goal setting, and coping with challenge. Figure 
4 illustrates this discussion. 
  Is intelligence something that individuals are born wi
be developed over time? Dweck and Leggett (1988) highlight
of either a growth or fixed 
what we have termed an incremental theory of int
is a malleable, increasable
intelligence: They believe that intelligence is a fixed or uncontrollable trait,” (
Leggett, 1988, p. 262). A fixed
while a growth mindset is defined by an incremental theory of intelligence.
enough, an individual’s theory on intelligence is 
(Dweck & Legget, 1988).
helpless-oriented and mastery
found that individuals with a fixed mindset were more likely to pursue performance goals 
Growth Mindset 
(Mastery Oriented)
Incremental Theory of Intelligence
Learning Goals
Challenge
welcome challenge, opportunity to grow 
and learn, increased motivation, 
persistence, encouragement, success
Figure 4. Growth and fixed mindset are indicators of an individual's theory of 
intelligence, goal setting tendencies, and reactions when faced with a challenge.
th or is it something that can 
 that a consistent indicator 
mindset is one’s theory of intelligence. “Some children favor 
elligence: They believe that intelligence 
, controllable quality. Others lean toward an entity theory of 
 mindset is defined by an entity theory of intelligence 
the driving force behind goal formation
 For example, Elliot and Dweck (1988) hypothesized
-oriented children pursue different types of goals. They 
Fixed Mindset 
(Helpless Oriented)
Entity Theory of Intelligence
Performance Goals
Challenge
shy away from challenge, risk showing 
deficiency, decreased motivation, 
discouragement, defensiveness, failure
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where the focus was to “maintain positive judgments of their ability and avoid negative 
judgments by seeking to prove, validate, or document their ability and not discredit it,” 
(Elliiot & Dweck, 1988, p. 5). It was also shown that individuals with a growth mindset 
were more likely to pursue learning goals “in which individuals seek to increase their 
ability or master new tasks,” (Elliot & Dweck, 1988, p. 5).  
For the current research proposal, individual mindsets will be determined and a 
challenge will be proposed. In Dweck’s research (1986) she indicates that if an individual 
sets performance goals and has high ability or confidence, he or she will seek out the 
challenge, show great persistence, and will demonstrate mastery. However, if an 
individual sets performance goals and has low ability or confidence, he or she will avoid 
the challenge, not persist, and demonstrate helplessness. Individuals that set learning 
goals can have either high or low ability or confidence and seek out the challenge, show 
great persistence, and demonstrate mastery when faced with a challenge (Dweck, 1986; 
Elliot & Dweck, 1988).   
Individuals with a fixed mindset will shy away from challenges, even if the 
challenge is important to their future, as they do not want to risk performing poorly or 
showing their deficiencies. If forced to face a challenge, often times they will fail because 
if the task is not easy for them or requires effort, they become immediately discouraged 
and defensive. Individuals with a growth mindset view challenge as an opportunity to 
grow and learn, welcome challenge and are actually motivated by challenge. When faced 
with a setback or something that they don’t understand, they do not give up but instead 
persist in trying to find a solution (Dweck, 2010). 
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Summary 
 By studying self-concept and its assumptions of being learned, organized, and 
dynamic (Purkey, 1988), a correlation is made that mindsets possess these same qualities. 
It is because of these similarities that self-concept can be used as a basis for mindset and 
a better understanding of mindset formation can be recognized. The task then lies in 
identifying individual mindsets and altering or changing those mindsets if needed. In 
Dweck’s book entitled, Mindset the New Psychology of Success, she devotes an entire 
chapter to the process of altering mindset. She admits that this alteration is not always an 
easy one, especially in individuals who have been living with a certain mindset for years, 
but that it can be done. Simply educating individuals about the concept of mindsets can 
drastically change the way they think about themselves and their lives. The complexity of 
self-concept and its many areas and subareas also brings about the importance of a 
focused study on academic or intelligence based mindset as it relates to standardized 
testing. 
 Much like self-concept, mindsets are very complex and can cross several areas. 
Most individuals do not possess a 100% fixed mindset or a 100% growth mindset. 
Mindset can be altered throughout different domains. For example, an individual might 
have a fixed mindset about his or her reading skills but a growth mindset about his or her 
math skills (Blazer, 2011). Therefore, when studying mindset as it relates to standardized 
testing, it is important that the mindset survey be focused toward academic success and 
intelligence. 
 Kegan’s constructive-developmental theory (Kegan, 1980; Pruyn, 2010) helps 
establish connections concerning mindset development and how it relates to the cognitive 
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developmental stages that an individual progresses through during life. An individual’s 
current mindset may simply be related to the level of development that he or she is facing 
cognitively. This model is an indicator that an individual’s mindset can be altered if 
needed by equipping individuals with the knowledge of how to make subjects into 
objects and move to higher levels of cognition. 
As an individual develops in the areas of self-concept and cognition, they are very 
cognizant of their environments and those around them. Both models of self-concept and 
cognition are also indicators of how type of praise can lead to the development of a 
certain mindset. Once this mindset is developed, it can cause an individual to form 
theories of intelligence, set certain types of goals and behave in certain manners towards 
challenges. 
 Dweck and her cohorts (Diener & Dweck, 1978; Dweck, 1975; Dweck, 1986; 
Dweck, 2006; Dweck, 2010; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Dweck, & Reppucci, 1973; Elliott 
& Dweck, 1988) indicate convincing evidence that individuals with a fixed mindset 
possess an entity theory of intelligence therefore setting performance goals for 
themselves. By adopting performance goals, individuals with a fixed mindset face 
challenges with a fear of failure. Individuals with a growth mindset possess an 
incremental theory of intelligence therefore setting learning goals for themselves. These 
goals allow them to face challenges with a mindset of opportunity and growth (Elliot & 
Dweck, 1988). 
Statement of the Hypothesis 
This study attempted to answer the question: Does an individual’s intelligence 
and academic mindset affect their performance on the Nebraska State Accountability 
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Test? Over 30 years of research has shown the differences that fixed mindset vs. growth 
mindset individuals possess (Dweck, 2006). Of particular interest is their reaction to the 
introduction of a challenge such as a standardized test. Based on Dweck’s research 
related to theories of intelligence and performance vs. mastery goals, one would expect 
that individuals with a fixed mindset concerning intelligence and academic success would 
experience lower NeSA test scores than individuals with a growth mindset concerning 
intelligence and academic success. The following null hypothesis was utilized for this 
study: There is no relationship between student mindset and performance on the NeSA 
test.  
Chapter 3 
Method 
The proposal for a correlational research study was submitted to the University of 
Nebraska at Lincoln’s Institutional Review Board outlining the research objectives, 
description of participants, and procedures for consent and confidentiality. Once approval 
was accepted (Appendix A), the superintendent at the subject school was approached 
with information pertaining to the study. Following administrative consent, a cover letter 
(Appendix B) and consent form (Appendix C) were sent to every parent whose student 
was in the proposed participation group. Parents were asked to return their consent within 
10 days. If a form was left unreturned, that parent was individually contacted for further 
clarification (Appendix D).  
The Nebraska State Accountability Test (NeSA) was administered to students in 
grades 3-11 at the subject school. For this study, it was determined to only use NeSA test 
results from students at the junior high level and above. Mindsets at this age are well 
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established in regards to intelligence as well as academics (Dweck, 2006).  The 
population studied was 7th, 8th, and 11th grade classes. The 7th grade class consisted of 
eight students – four boys and four girls. The 8th grade class consisted of eighteen total 
students – seven boys and eleven girls. The 11th grade class consisted of eleven total 
students – seven boys and four girls. This allowed for a total accessible population of 37 
students – 18 boys and 19 girls. The students in these classes were primarily Caucasian 
and came from similar educational and economic backgrounds.  
Upon receiving parental consent, students were visited during their study halls. The 
research was explained, and they were asked to read and sign the student assent form 
(Appendix E). To prevent coercion, the process of parental consent and student assent 
was carried out by a third party. The guidance counselor at the institution assisted with 
the collection of forms from parents and students. This individual also created a coding 
system in which each student was assigned a code. This code was used as identification 
on the mindset survey as well as used when the guidance counselor transferred NeSA 
scores to the researcher. 
In March 2014, an online survey identical to Dweck’s Intelligence Mindset 
Survey was created using Qualtrics. Qualtrics was chosen as the survey instrument 
because results are sent to the researcher in a secure manner and it can be utilized with an 
online system. With the school’s one-to-one initiative every student had access to an iPad 
to complete the survey (Appendix F). The survey consisted of eight questions with six 
choices on a six-point Likert type scale. Individual student totals were tabulated with a 
high score of 48 indicating an individual with maximum growth mindset and a low score 
of 0 indicating an individual with a maximum fixed mindset.  
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The survey was completed during regular school hours in student study halls. 
Students were asked to identify themselves on the survey by using a four-digit code that 
was emailed (Appendix F) to them by the school’s counselor. For confidentiality 
purposes, this code was randomly assigned to the student and the guidance counselor was 
the only individual with access to the correlation of the code to a specific student. 
Per state policy, various classroom instructors administered the NeSA tests from 
January-May, 2014. For example, the 11th grade math instructor administered the 11th 
grade NeSA math test while the 8th grade science instructor administered the 8th grade 
NeSA science test. All tests were administrated through a state approved online system 
and administrators were asked to follow a protocol for testing to ensure consistency. 
The Nebraska State Accountability Assessment is designed to test individual 
achievement within the four key academic core areas of math, reading, writing and 
science. The reading and math standards are assessed at grades 3-8 and 11, while the 
science standards are assessed at grades 5, 8 and 11 and the writing standards are 
assessed at grades 4, 8 and 11. “The standards are assessed at grade-level with the 
exception of grade 12. The grade 12 standards are assessed on the NeSA tests at grade 
11,” (Nebraska State Accountability (NeSA) Technical Report, 2012, p. 3). Participants 
in this study completed the following NeSA tests: 7th grade – Reading (∝= 0.91) and 
Math (∝= 0.94); 8th grade – Reading (∝= 0.90), Math (∝= 0.93), Science (∝= 0.91), and 
Writing; and 11th grade – Reading (∝= 0.91), Math (∝= 0.95), Science (∝= 0.92), and 
Writing. “Each assessment was based on and was directly aligned to the Nebraska 
statewide content standards to ensure content validity,” (Nebraska State Accountability 
Technical Report, 2012, p. 71). 
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The reading test consisted of passages with questions pertaining to the passages to 
be answered by participants. Depending on the grade level, the test consisted of 45-50 
questions. The math and science portions contained anywhere from 50-60 operational test 
questions for students to complete. Scores from the reading, math and science tests were 
scaled by the Nebraska Department of Education to fit in a range of 0-200. A score of 0 
was reserved for students who were not tested and a score of 1 was given to any student 
who attempted the test even if no correct answers were given. The following performance 
levels were assigned: 135-200 exceeded standards, 85-134 met standards, and 1-84 below 
the standards (Nebraska State Accountability (NeSA) Technical Report, 2012). 
For the writing portion of the test, students were given a writing prompt 
developed by the Nebraska Department of Education. Specific modes were assigned to 
grade levels with 8th graders writing descriptively and 11th graders writing persuasively. 
Upon submission, a trained panel of Nebraska teachers graded the essays. The rater-
assigned scores were converted by the Nebraska Department of Education into a scale 
score metric, which ranged from 0 to 70. Performance levels were then assigned. In the 
8th grade, a score of 55-70 exceeded the standards, 40-54 met the standards, and 39 and 
below were below the standards. In the 11th grade, a score of 53-70 exceeded the 
standards, 40-52 met the standards, and 39 and below were below the standards (NeSA 
Writing Reports Interpretive Guide, 2013). 
Compiled NeSA scores for each participant were made available to school 
administration, students, and their parents. These compiled results were requested by the 
researcher for the study and used to correlate with the participant’s mindset score. Using 
a coding system, the guidance counselor removed individual names from test results and 
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replaced with the four-digit code. In order to maintain confidentiality these scores were 
not shared and were destroyed upon completion of data analysis. 
In order to determine student mindset pertaining to intelligence, participants 
completed the intelligence portion of Dweck’s Scale of Mindset (Appendix G). This scale 
asked students to indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with statements 
pertaining to intelligence. A Likert Scale (1=strongly agree, 6=strongly disagree) was 
used to quantify data. The possible responses were: strongly agree (SA), agree (A), 
mostly agree (MA), mostly disagree (MD), disagree (D), and strongly disagree (SD). For 
positive statements such as “No matter who you are, you can significantly change your 
intelligence level,” an individual would receive the following points:  SA = 5, A = 4, MA 
= 3, MD = 2, D = 1, and SD = 0. For negative statements such as “Your intelligence is 
something about you that you cannot change very much,” an individual would receive the 
following points: SA = 0, A = 1, MA = 2, MD = 3, D = 4, and SD = 5.  
The statements related to growth mindset are strongly correlated (-0.69 and -0.86) 
with the fixed mindset statements, showing that a disagreement with the fixed mindset 
statements indicates agreement with the growth mindset statements (Dweck, 2000). High 
internal consistency (0.94 to 0.98) using Cronbach’s Alpha values also exists (Dweck, 
2000). 
Correlational measure was used to determine if there was a relationship between 
intelligence mindset (independent variable) and standardized test scores (dependent 
variable). For this study, scores for the two variables were collected for each member in 
the sample. These scores were then analyzed for correlation using the product-moment 
correlation coefficient or Pearson r. This measure of correlation was chosen because both 
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variables in the study can be expressed as continuous data. The Pearson r is also able to 
show a positive correlation (when an increase in one variable complements an increase in 
the other variable) and a negative correlation (when an increase in one variable 
complements a decrease in the other variable), thus giving information about the 
relationship between the variables. For each participant in the study, a Pearson r 
correlation was computed using results from Dweck’s Intelligence Mindset Theory and 
scaled scores from each individual NeSA test. A Pearson r correlation was also computed 
focusing on gender. Male and female scores in each area of the NeSA assessments were 
correlated with respective mindset scores. It is important to remember that a high 
correlation from the study does not indicate that one variable causes the other but instead 
shows only that a relationship exists. 
Chapter 4 
 
Findings 
 
Through the process of parental consent and student assent, a total of 25 students 
agreed to participate in the study, yielding a 67.6% participation rate. Ten male students 
(40%) agreed to the study while 15 female students (60%) chose to participate. In the 7th 
grade, 6 of the 8 students gave consent, which was 24% of the total population. Twelve 
of the 18 8th graders also gave consent, making up 48% of the population. Finally, in the 
11th grade, 7 of the 11 students gave consent, which was 28% of the total population 
(Table 1).  
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Table 1 
 
Description of participants (n=25) 
 
Variable n % 
Sex   
     Male 10 40 
     Female 15 60 
Grade   
     7th  6 24 
     8th 12 48 
     11th  7 28 
 
 
Initial Results 
The Likert scale used within the mindset survey provided a score of 6 for growth 
mindset response and a score of 1 for fixed mindset response for each question. Students 
were asked a total of 8 questions related to intelligence mindset for a possible score of 48 
if all questions answered indicated a growth mindset response. The average score for 
students in the 7th grade was 39 with a minimum of 31 and a maximum of 47. The 8th 
grade students scored an average of 34.42 on the mindset survey. The 8th grade class also 
presented the overall minimum and maximum with an 18 and 48, respectively. A 35.43 
was the average for the 11th grade class with a minimum score of 28 and a maximum 
score of 40. The average total population score on Dweck’s survey was 35.8. The 
minimum was 18 and the maximum was 48. Of interest is that at least two students (one 
in the 7th grade and one in the 8th grade) had high scores of 47 and 48 respectively on the 
mindset survey. These scores were 7 and 8 points higher than the 11th grade high. A 
difference of 30 points also existed between the 8th grade high score and the 8th grade low 
score. Students surveyed had an overall average mindset score of 35.8, which is above 
the median score of 24. They also had higher than median average scores in each grade 
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and as males and females. By being higher than the median, it is indicated that overall, 
the students surveyed tend to have more of a growth mindset than a fixed mindset. Table 
2 further presents this data. 
Table 2 
 
Mindset Scores for Intelligence by Grade Level 
 
 n M SD Min Max 
7th Grade  6 39.00 5.33 31 47 
8th Grade 12 34.42 8.18 18 48 
11th Grade  7 35.43 4.69 28 40 
Total Score 25 35.80 6.76 18 48 
 
Data was also collected based upon gender with males averaging 37.4 on the 
mindset survey. Males had a minimum score of 30 and a maximum score of 47. Females 
averaged 34.73 and encompassed the overall of minimum score of 18 and the overall 
maximum score of 48 (Table 3). 
Table 3 
Mindset Scores for Intelligence by Gender 
 n M SD Min Max 
Male 10 37.40 5.08 30 47 
Female 15 34.73 7.66 18 48 
 
The highest score possible on the NeSA science assessment was a 60. The science 
assessment was only administered in the 8th and 11th grades per Nebraska statute. Eighth 
grade students averaged 38.92 on the science assessment with a minimum score of 24 and 
a maximum score of 54. The 11th grade students averaged 47.29 with a minimum score of 
42 and a maximum score of 50. These results are shared in Table 4. 
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Table 4 
NeSA Science Assessment Results by Grade Level 
 n M SD Min Max 
8th Grade 12 38.92 7.28 24 54 
11th Grade  7 47.29 2.93 42 50 
 
Table 5 presents NeSA Science Assessment data by gender. The male students 
averaged 43.86 with a minimum of 36 and a maximum of 50 while the females averaged 
40.92 with a minimum of 24 and a maximum of 54.  
Table 5 
NeSA Science Assessment Results by Gender 
 n M SD Min Max 
Male  7 43.86 5.40 36 50 
Female 12 40.92 8.15 24 54 
 
Students in the 7th, 8th and 11th grades were all administered the NeSA math 
assessment with a possible high score of 60 for 8th and 11th grade and a high score of 58 
for 7th grade. For individual grade data, the raw 7th grade scores were used, but because of 
this discrepancy and for manipulation of data for gender and totals, the researcher 
refigured 7th grade scores to correspond to a high score of 60. With 58 being the highest 
possible score, the 7th graders averaged 48.17 with a minimum of 40 and a maximum of 
54. With 60 being the highest possible score, the 8th graders averaged 40.33 with a 
minimum of 31 and a maximum of 57, while the 11th grade students averaged 49.43 with 
a minimum of 39 and a maximum of 58. These results are presented in Table 6. 
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Table 6 
NeSA Math Assessment Results by Grade Level 
 n M SD Min Max 
7th Grade  6 48.17 5.15 40 54 
8th Grade 12 40.33 6.93 31 57 
11th Grade  7 49.43 7.25 39 58 
 
On the NeSA math assessment, the males averaged 45.4 with a minimum of 36 
and a maximum of 54, and the females averaged 45 with a minimum of 34 and a 
maximum of 58 (Table 7).  
Table 7 
NeSA Math Assessment Results by Gender 
 n M SD Min Max 
Male 10 45.40 6.21 36 54 
Female 15 45.00 9.17 31 58 
 
Students in the 7th, 8th and 11th grades were all administered the NeSA reading 
assessment with a possible high score of 50 for 8th and 11th grade and a high score of 48 
for 7th grade. For grade level data, raw scores where used, but because of this discrepancy 
and for manipulation of data for gender and totals, 7th grade scores were refigured to 
correspond to a high score of 50. With a high score being 48, the 7th grade students 
averaged 38.5 with a minimum of 33 and a maximum of 42. With a high score of 50, the 
8th grade students averaged 32.92 with a minimum of 24 and a maximum of 46, and the 
11th graders averaged 39.14 with a minimum of 34 and a maximum of 44. Table 8 
presents this data. 
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Table 8 
NeSA Reading Assessment Results by Grade Level 
 n M SD Min Max 
7th Grade  6 38.50 3.62 33 42 
8th Grade 12 32.92 6.82 24 46 
11th Grade  7 39.14 3.98 34 44 
 
The males averaged 37.29 with a minimum of 28 and a maximum of 44, and the 
females averaged 35.78 with a minimum of 24 and a maximum of 46 (Table 9). 
Table 9 
NeSA Reading Assessment Results by Gender 
 n M SD Min Max 
Male 10 37.29 4.95 28 44 
Female 15 35.78 7.19 24 46 
 
Correlative Results 
 
The Pearson r correlation was used to determine if there was a statistically 
significant relationship between mindset and scores on the NeSA assessments. The null 
hypothesis of this study was that there is no relationship between student mindset and 
performance on the NeSA test. Due to the nature of this hypothesis a two-tailed test was 
performed with the level of significance set at p<0.05 (Appendix H). Correlations were 
calculated for each class as well as for gender. 
When mindset scores were correlated with NeSA science performance, both 
positive and negative correlations surfaced. In the 8th grade, r = 0.3577, which shows a 
weak, positive, non-statistically significant relationship. For 11th grade students, r = -
0.2899, which is a weak, negative, non-statistically significant relationship. These 
correlations along with the degrees of freedom (df) used, are presented in Table 10.  
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Table 10 
Correlation (r) Between Mindset and NeSA Science Assessment Performance by Grade 
Level 
 df r 
8th Grade 10  0.3577 
11th Grade  5 -0.2899 
*p<0.05 significant 
When mindset scores were correlated to science scores according to gender, males 
results showed r = -0.3775 which is a weak, negative, non-statistically significant 
relationship. Finally, for females, r = 0.3464 which is a weak, positive, non-statistically 
significant relationship (Table 11).  
Table 11 
Correlation (r) Between Mindset and NeSA Science Assessment Performance by Gender 
 df r 
Male  5 -0.3775 
Female 10  0.3464 
*p<0.05 significant 
When mindset scores were correlated with results of the NeSA math assessment, 
the 7th graders had a weak, negative, non-statistically significant correlation r=-0.167. 
The 8th graders has a moderate, positive, non-statistically significant correlation of 
r=0.4876 and in the 11th grade, r=0.1261 which is a correlation which is weak, positive, 
and non-statistically significant. Table 12 presents these findings. 
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Table 12 
Correlation (r) Between Mindset and NeSA Math Assessment Performance by Grade 
Level 
 df r 
7th Grade  4 -0.1670 
8th Grade 10  0.4876 
11th Grade  5  0.1261 
*p<0.05 significant 
When the scores were correlated according to gender, males had a correlation of 
r=0.1774 and females had a correlation of r=0.4154. This information is documented in 
Table 13. 
Table 13 
Correlation (r) Between Mindset and NeSA Math Assessment Performance by Gender 
 df r 
Male  8 0.1774 
Female 13 0.4154 
*p<0.05 significant 
In the area of reading, statistically significant correlation results were found. 
Table 14 presents these results. Although the 7th grade correlation of r=0.6014 is a 
moderate, positive correlation, it is non-statistically significant due to the low degrees of 
freedom. Because of the low sample number, this correlation was not found to be 
statistically significant. However, in the 8th grade r=0.5809 which is a moderate, positive 
correlation that is statistically significant. Interestingly, the 11th grade results in the area 
of reading produced a weak, negative, non-statistically significant correlation of r=-
0.0575.  
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Table 14 
Correlation (r) Between Mindset and NeSA Reading Assessment Performance by Grade 
Level 
 df r 
7th Grade  4  0.6014 
8th Grade 10    0.5809* 
11th Grade  5 -0.0575 
*p<0.05 significant 
Furthermore, male results were r=0.0681 which is a weak, positive, non-
statistically significant correlation while females had a moderate, positive, statistically 
significant correlation of r=0.6394 (Table 15). 
Table 15 
Correlation (r) Between Mindset and NeSA Reading Assessment Performance by Gender 
 df r 
Male  8 0.0681 
Female 13   0.6394* 
*p<0.05 significant 
Statistical significance was detected with the correlation of 8th grade reading 
NeSA performance and 8th grade intelligence mindset scores. Additionally, statistical 
significance was also detected with the correlation of female reading NeSA performance 
and female intelligence mindset scores. For these two areas, the null hypothesis is 
rejected; suggesting that a relationship may exist. For all remaining correlations, 
statistical significance was not detected, thus the null hypothesis is accepted for these 
particular areas, suggesting that no relationship existed. 
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Chapter 5 
Conclusion  
The current research was limited in that it was conducted in a small school system 
that averages around 60-70 students in grades 7-12. Because of this low enrollment 
number, the beginning population and extracted sample group was small. The initial 
population was 37 students, but only 25 of these students and parents consented to the 
study, yielding a 68% participation rate. A more accurate indication of mindset in relation 
to NeSA test scores would have been obtained with higher participation numbers. 
Because of the low sample numbers, the study could have been skewed or influenced by 
outliers. Also, statistical significance was difficult to obtain due to the low degrees of 
freedom. 
Another limitation was the exclusion of the writing portion of the NeSA test. 
Results for the writing assessment were not made available because of an error in the 
testing system. This fault caused inaccuracy in the scores of students throughout the state. 
Therefore, the Department of Education made the decision to not publically release the 
test scores.  
Statistically significant evidence was found that 8th grade students and female 
students enrolled in this small Plains States School demonstrated a moderate, positive 
correlation between intelligence mindset and scores on the reading portion of the NeSA 
test. These results propose discussion in three areas: Why was statistical significance 
detected in the reading subject area? Why was this statistical significance detected at the 
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8th grade level, and why did the female population also demonstrate statistical 
significance in the area of reading?  
The discussion will begin with why significant results were detected in the subject 
of reading and not in the other subjects of math and science. Past research has indicated 
that reading achievement is positively correlated with reading self-concept (Colmar & 
Rider, 2005). Reading is a subject that often times requires performance in front of 
others, thus reading self-concept is highly subject to the views of others. Furthermore, the 
current literature review uncovered that self-concept possess three qualities: (a) it is 
learned, (b) it is organized, and (c) it is dynamic (Purkey, 1988). These aspects of self-
concept are very similar to that of reading. Reading is something that is learned in an 
organized manner. In the beginning stages of reading development, much time is spent on 
letter identification and phonics. Words are soon recognized and fluency is developed. 
Reading is also a subject that is very dynamic, and acts as a guidance system for how 
students perform in other subject areas. From the literature review, we also know that 
mindset is highly affected by self-concept and the views of others (Dweck, 2006). It may 
be possible that because both reading and mindset have such strong ties to self-concept, 
significant results surfaced in the reading realm. 
The discussion then leads to why significance was detected at the 8th grade level. 
The current study suggests that 8th grade students at the subject school who have a 
tendency towards a fixed intelligence mindset would experience lower test scores on the 
NeSA reading exam. Furthermore, 8th grade students at the subject school who have a 
tendency towards a growth intelligence mindset would experience higher test scores on 
the NeSA reading exam. Moderate correlations also existed at the 7th grade level but were 
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not statistically significant due to low sample numbers. The question these results pose is 
why is this data appearing at the middle school level? There are several responses to this 
question and further research would need to be conducted to confirm possible answers.  
One conclusion could be that this particular age group’s test scores are affected 
more by intelligence mindset than the older 11th grade age group because of cognitive 
development. In revisiting Kegan’s model, the subject/object basis of this model becomes 
important: that objects are perceptions that an individual has mastered and controls while 
subjects are perceptions that an individual is unaware of or is aware of but cannot control. 
Kegan proposed that an individual develops cognitively by taking subject areas and 
mastering them into object areas. As an individual does this, he or she moves up the 
hierarchy of cognitive development. The results of the current study make it relevant to 
question where the majority of middle school students at the subject school fall on the 
hierarchy.  It would be suspected that they would fall somewhere between the 3rd and 4th 
order with the majority of them falling in the 3rd order of a socialized mind – a mind that 
is concerned with relationships and the opinions of others; a place where an individual is 
subject to interpersonal relationships and mutuality. The possibility exists that the 
correlation that was found at the 8th grade level may be related to this stage of 
development. This may also play a part into why no significance and even negative 
correlations were found at the 11th grade, where students have moved out of this stage of 
cognitive development. More students at this grade level have possibly made object 
interpersonal relationships and mutuality. More specific and repeated quantitative and 
qualitative research on 8th grade mindset, cognition, and reading scores could be 
conducted to explore this argument further. 
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Another reason that statistical significance in reading was found at the 8th grade 
level might be a reflection of the nationwide phenomenon of middle school reading 
deficiency. The 2013 reading results for 8th grade students in the United States showed no 
significant gain or loss, but of interest was that only 4% of 8th grade students in the 
United States were advanced in their reading skills, 32% were proficient in reading, 42% 
possessed basic reading skills and 22% fell below basic in their reading skills. Therefore, 
the majority of United States 8th graders possessed only basic or below basic reading 
skills (A First Look: 2013 Mathematics and Reading, 2013). Reading at the 8th grade 
level tends to be a stagnant area of achievement throughout the United States. 
The final statistic bringing forth discussion is that female student mindsets in this 
study demonstrated a significant, positive correlation with scores for the NeSA reading 
exam. Dweck & Legget (1988) proposed that individuals with a growth mindset set 
learning goals for themselves and when faced with a challenge, accepted the challenge 
and become even more motivated. This same phenomenon is occurring in research 
related to females and reading. In a study by McGeown, et al. (2012), gender differences 
in reading motivation was researched. The study found that girls had significantly higher 
intrinsic reading motivation than their male counterparts. Furthermore, a feminine 
identity was more associated with reading motivation than a masculine identity. 
Motivation and even more specifically intrinsic motivation is a driving force behind 
reading achievement (Logan, Medford & Hughes, 2011). Similarly, motivation is a key 
outcome of a growth mindset (Dweck & Legget, 1988). By linking a growth mindset with 
reading motivation, the positive correlation reported in this study between female mindset 
scores and their NeSA reading assessment scores may be explained. Further research in 
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this area would assist in achieving a better interpretation and understanding of the current 
study’s results. 
 Although this study contained limitations due to low sample numbers, it brought 
to the surface recommendations for further study. Some of these recommendations have 
been mentioned within the previous discussion of results, but two other recommendations 
worth exploring are focusing (a) on mindset in one subject area at a time and (b) repeated 
study of institutions of similar size and varying size.  
Mindsets are very complex and can cross several areas. An individual might have 
a fixed mindset about his or her reading skills but a growth mindset about his or her math 
skills (Blazer, 2011). Because of this complexity, and because of the significance found 
only in the subject of reading, the current study could be strengthened by surveying 
students on their mindset in relation to the various areas on the NeSA test.  For example, 
one could recreate the mindset survey used to specifically focus on student mindset as it 
relates to reading, math, science, and writing individually rather than intelligence mindset 
as a whole and correlate this data with the corresponding results on the NeSA test. A 
sample question on the survey might read: “No matter who you are, you can significantly 
increase your score on the reading assessment.” This would provide further evidence to 
be assessed on mindset and how it relates to standardized test performance. Researchers 
would be able to focus on the correlation between a specific subject area and mindset 
rather than intelligence as a whole. This would allow for teachers and school 
administrators to consider specific strategies to improve both student mindset as well as 
its potential impact on standardized testing.  
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When the statistics related to this research are reviewed, an interesting finding is 
that the total mean score for Dweck’s scale is trending towards a growth mindset. This 
indicates that the majority of students in this Plains State school system have a tendency 
towards a growth mindset in relation to their intelligence. An area of further research 
could be to study intelligence mindsets of students at schools with varying levels of 
enrollment. The school used in this research study maintains an average of 65 students in 
grades 7-12. Comparing mindsets between schools of similar sizes and comparing 
mindsets of schools of unequal sizes could yield information relating enrollment numbers 
and intelligence mindset. 
The current research can also offer some implications for practice. It is a 
recommendation within this Plains State School for educators and parents who are 
involved with reading curriculum and strategies to focus some time toward educating 
students on learning strategies to promote a growth mindset attitude. As was stated in the 
literature review, Blackwell, Trzesniewski, and Dweck (2007) completed a study and 
found that by simply educating an individual on the concept of mindset, one’s mindset 
can be altered from a state of being fixed to a state of growth. Their interventions with 
students showed that when students were taught that intelligence is something that is not 
fixed, but instead can be developed, motivation and grades increased. Therefore, it is 
suggested that this Plains State School system teach students that their intelligence is 
something that can be changed and developed. 
Another implication would be to focus on the type of praise that is given when 
students are being taught or asked to read, as praise is one of the major factors related to 
mindset development (Dweck, 2006). Praise should not be given towards a student’s 
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reading ability but instead should be directed towards accepting the challenge to read, 
becoming a better reader, and putting forth effort to read. An example of poor praise 
would be, “You are an excellent reader.” A better form of praise would be, “You have 
really improved your reading,” or “I am proud of you for trying to read this difficult 
passage.” 
Finally, when setting goals for reading, work with students to set learning goals 
instead of performance goals. Rather than setting goals to avoid negative judgments or to 
maintain positive judgments, students should be encouraged to set goals in which they 
work to increase their ability or master new tasks (Elliot and Dweck, 1988). Also, when 
faced with a reading challenge, encourage students to view that challenge as an 
opportunity for growth rather than looking at it as a way of being graded or judged. 
Standardized testing is a controversial issue in the United States educational 
system. It is important that those involved in education continually look for ways to 
improve student performance when faced with a challenge of any kind – be it a 
standardized test or another challenge in life. Perhaps a focus on developing growth-
oriented mindsets in students is a legitimate option for assisting students with this life 
skill. 
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